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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is in response to the communication filed 6/1 5/2006. 

Election/Restrictions 

2. The Examiner notes that currently, the nonelected claims from the restriction 
requirement of the Office Action mailed 1 1/03/2005 stand withdrawn. However, the 
Examiner notes that the response to the restriction requirement filed 12/5/2005 by 
Applicant canceled the nonelected claims. Therefore, the Examiner is assuming that 
the nonelected claims stand canceled, and the Examiner notes that the status of the 
nonelected claims should be changed to canceled. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments with respect to the pending claims have been considered 
but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

4. Upon further consideration, the previous indication of allowability of claims 18 
and 21 is withdrawn in favor of the rejection found below. 

Drawings 

5. Figures 3A and 3B should be designated by a legend such as -Prior Art- 
because only that which is old is illustrated. See MPEP § 608.02(g). Corrected 
drawings in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in reply to the Office action 
to avoid abandonment of the application. The replacement sheet(s) should be labeled 
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"Replacement Sheet" in the page header (as per 37 CFR 1 .84(c)) so as not to obstruct 
any portion of the drawing figures. If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the 
applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next Office 
action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 



Specification 

6. The title of the invention is not descriptive. A new title is required that is clearly 
indicative of the invention to which the claims are directed. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

8. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 
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9. Claims 10-15, 17-19, 21, 22, 35, 36, and 39-41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Clark et al. (Clark) (5,359,324) in view of Meador et 
al. (Meador) (4,785,247). 
As to Claim 10, 

Clark discloses a propagation or induction resistivity antenna (205) disposed on 
an elongated tubular having a longitudinal axis and adapted for subsurface disposal 
((Figure 2) and (Column 8, Lines 10-23)), a lateral resistivity sensor (207), a shield (213) 
disposed on the tubular to cover the lateral resistivity sensor (Figure 2), and an 
insulating mechanism including a circumferential gap (note the gap directly above (213) 
in Figure 2), the circumferential gap extending continuously about the tubular to prevent 
electric current flow in the shield in a direction parallel to the longitudinal axis of the 
tubular near the lateral resistivity sensor ((Column 8, Lines 10-58)). 

Clark does not disclose a lateral resistivity sensor disposed in a recess in the 
elongated tubular. 

Meador discloses a lateral resistivity sensor (21) disposed in a recess in the 
elongated tubular ((Figure 2B) and (Column 8, Lines 61-64)). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify Clark 
to include a lateral resistivity sensor disposed in a recess in the elongated tubular as 
taught by Meador in order to provide physical protection for the antenna (Column 7, 
Lines 34-37). 

Note Applicant's Figure 3B with respect to Figure 2 of the above Clark reference 
as well as paragraph [0017] on page 10 of Applicant's specification. 
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As to Claim 11, 

Clark discloses the lateral resistivity sensor includes a toroid (Column 8, Line 50). 
As to Claim 12, 

Clark discloses an electrode disposed on the tubular, the electrode include a 
button electrode ((Figure 2) and (Column 8, Line 59)). 
As to Claim 13, 

Clark discloses the lateral resistivity sensor includes an insulating base layer 
(211), and a toroidal antenna disposed over the insulating base layer ((Figure 2) and 
(Column 8, Lines 50-58)). 

Clark does not disclose an insulating base layer disposed in the recess in the 
tubular. 

Meador discloses an insulating base layer disposed in the recess in the tubular 
((Figure 2B) and (Column 8, 65-68)). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify Clark 
to include an insulating base layer disposed in the recess in the tubular as taught by 
Meador in order to protect the coils from wear (Column 8, 65-68). 

As to Claim 14, 

Clark discloses the toroidal antenna includes a conductive wire disposed over the 
insulating layer (Column 8, Lines 50-53). 
As to Claim 15, 

Clark discloses the toroidal antenna includes a toroidal core formed from a 
magnetically permeable material (Column 8, Lines 13-19 and (50-53). 
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Clark does not disclose the magnetically permeable material wrapped in the 
tubular recess. 

Meador discloses the magnetically permeable material wrapped in the tubular 
recess (Column 12, Lines 2-11). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify Clark 
to include the magnetically permeable material wrapped in the tubular recess as taught 
by Meador in order to house and protect the coil assemblies (Column 12, Lines 8-11). 

As to Claim 17, 

Clark discloses the circumferential gap is a continuously extending gap 
incorporated in the shield (Figure 2). 

Note that the Examiner is interpreting that the gap shown above the shield in 
Figure 2 is a part of the shield. 

As to Claim 18, 

Clark discloses the circumferential gap is filled with an insulating material (Figure 

3). 

As to Claim 19, 

Clark does not explicitly disclose the circumferential gap includes an electrically 
insulating material disposed between a junction formed between the shield and the 
tubular. 

However, the Examiner notes that Clark does appear to disclose the 
circumferential gap includes an electrically insulating material, and it therefore would 
have been obvious to rearrange the location of the circumferential gap, including 
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disposing it between a junction formed between the shield and the tubular, so long as 
the gap was sufficient to prevent a short circuit (MPEP 2144.04). 
As to Claim 21, 

Clark does not disclose the recess contains both the induction or propagation 
resistivity antenna and the lateral resistivity sensor. 

Meador discloses the recess contains both the induction resistivity antenna and 
the lateral resistivity sensor (Figure 2B). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify Clark 
to include the recess contains both the induction resistivity antenna and the lateral as 
taught by Meador in order to reduce the number of recesses required and to therefore 
reduce material waste, lower cost, and conserve space. 

As to Claim 22, 

Clark discloses the tubular is a drill collar (Figure 2). 
As to Claim 35, 

Clark discloses disposing a lateral resistivity sensor (207), disposing an induction 
or propagation resistivity antenna (205) on the tubular (Figure 2), positioning a shield 
assembly (213) on the tubular to cover the lateral resistivity sensor (Figure 2), extending 
a circumferential gap (note the gap directly above (213) in Figure 2) continuously about 
the tubular and electrically between the shield assembly and the tubular, thereby 
preventing electric current to flow along the shield in a direction parallel to the 
longitudinal axis of the tubular near the lateral resistivity sensor (Column 8, Lines 10- 
58). 
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Clark does not disclose disposing a lateral resistivity sensor in a recess in the 

tubular. 

Meador discloses disposing a lateral resistivity sensor in a recess in the tubular 
((Figure 2B) and (Column 8, Lines 61-64)). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify Clark 
to include disposing a lateral resistivity sensor in a recess in the tubular as taught by 
Meador in order to provide physical protection for the antenna (Column 7, Lines 34-37). 

Note Applicant's Figure 3B with respect to Figure 2 of the above Clark reference 
as well as paragraph [0017] on page 10 of Applicant's specification. 

As to Claim 36, 

Clark discloses disposing the lateral resistivity sensor includes disposing a base 
layer of an insulating material (21 1 ) about the tubular, and assembling a toroidal 
antenna including a toroidal core and a conductive wire wound around the toroidal core, 
wherein the toroidal core includes a magnetically permeable material wrapped around 
the insulating layer ((Figure 2) and (Column 8, Lines 10-58)). 

Clark does not disclose disposing a base layer of an insulating material in the 
recess of the tubular. 

Meador discloses disposing a base layer of an insulating material in the recess of 
the tubular ((Figure 2B) and (Column 8, 65-68)). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify Clark 
to include disposing a base layer of an insulating material in the recess of the tubular as 
taught by Meador in order to protect the coils from wear (Column 8, 65-68). 
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As to Claim 39, 

Clark discloses the circumferential gap is incorporated in the shield assembly 
and is filled with an insulating material (Figures 2 and 3). 

Note that the Examiner is interpreting that the gap is a part of the shield 
assembly. 

As to Claim 40, 

Clark disposing an electrically insulating material (236) between a junction 
formed between the shield and the tubular (Figure 2). 
As to Claim 41, 

Clark does not explicitly disclose the circumferential gap is incorporated into the 
tubular and positioned between the shield and the tubular. 

However, the Examiner notes that Clark does appear to disclose the 
circumferential gap includes an electrically insulating material, and it therefore would 
have been obvious to rearrange the location of the circumferential gap, including the 
circumferential gap is incorporated into the tubular and positioned between the shield 
and the tubular, so long as the gap was sufficient to prevent a short circuit (MPEP 
2144.04). 

10. Claims 16 and 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Clark et al. (Clark) (5,359,324) in view of Meador et al. (Meador) (4,785,247) as 
applied to claims 10 and 35 and in further view of Sinclair (6,100,696). 
As to Claim 16, 
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Clark in view of Meador disclose as explained above. 

Clark in view of Meador do not disclose the lateral resistivity sensor includes a 
pressure compensating mechanism. 

Sinclair discloses the lateral resistivity sensor includes a pressure compensating 
mechanism ((Figure 1) and (Column 6, Lines 17-35)). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify Clark 
in view of Meador to include the lateral resistivity sensor includes a pressure 
compensating mechanism as taught by Sinclair in order to remove high pressure 
differentials from the sensor package (Column 6, Lines 30-32). 

As to Claim 17, 

Clark in view of Meador do not disclose adapting the recess in the tubular with a 
pressure compensating mechanism. 

Sinclar discloses the use of a pressure compensating mechanism Figure 1) and 
(Column 6, Lines 17-35)). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify Clark 
in view of Meador to include adapting the recess in the tubular with a pressure 
compensating mechanism given the above disclosure and teaching of Sinclair in order 
to remove high pressure differentials from the sensor package (Column 6, Lines 30-32). 

11. Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Clark et 
al. (Clark) (5,359,324) in view of Meador et al. (Meador) (4,785,247) as applied to claim 
10 and in further view of Wisler et al. (Wisler) (5,530,358). 



Application/Control Number: 10/708,926 Page 1 1 

Art Unit: 2862 

Clark in view of Meador disclose as explained above. 

Clark in view of Meador do not disclose a section of the shield positioned over 
the induction or propagation resistivity antenna includes at least one slot filled with an 
insulating material. 

Wisler discloses he shield positioned over the induction or propagation resistivity 
antenna includes at least one slot filled with an insulating material ((Figures 2 and. 3) 
and (Column 6, Lines 42-54)). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify 
Clark in view of Meador to include a section of the shield positioned over the induction 
or propagation resistivity antenna includes at least one slot filled with an insulating 
material as taught by Wisler in order to allow for the communication of electromagnetic 
energy between circumferential groove and the wellbore and surrounding formation 
(Column 6, Lines 51-54). 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to David Schindler whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
2112. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F (8:00 - 5:00). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Edward Lefkowitz can be reached on (571) 272-2180. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

David Schindler 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2862 

DS 





